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DECISION OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, O.C. 20548
FILE: B-206954 DATE: Octovrer 4, 1982

MATTER OF: Satellite Services

DIGEST:

Absent evidence that participation by non-
commissioned officer in bid submitted by

low bidder biased the procurement and under-
mined the integrity of the competition, there
is no basis to gquestion-an award on the low
bid.

Satellite Services (Satellite) protests the award of
a contract to Crimson Enterprises, Inc. (Crimson), under
invitation for bids (IFB) F30636-82-B-0005 issued by
Plattsburgh Air Force Base, New York, for transit aircraft
services at that base.

Crimson was the low bidder on the IFBR. However,
because the Crimscn bid was signed by a person who was a
chief master sergeant on active duty with the Air Force at
Seymour-Johnson Air Force Base, North Carolina, the
Plattsburgh Air Force Base contracting officer proposed to
reject the Crimson bid. Crimson prcotested to cur
Office. Headquarters, United States Air Force, reviewed
the prctest. Headquarters found that before the IFB was
issued, the chief master sergeant, who owns no interest
in Crimson, had been authorized in writing by his
supervisor to work for Crimson and, therefore
Headquarters sustained the protest. As a result of the
sustaining action, Satellite, the second low bidder,
protests the award to Crimson.

Essentially, the basis of Satellite's protest is that
the authorization granting the chief master sergeant
pernission to work for Crimson was contrary to the
standards of conduct of the Department of Defense (32
C.F.R. part 40 (1981)) and the Air Force (Regulation
30-30) and that the chief master sergeant attending a
prebid site visit at Plattsburgh Air Force Base for
Crimson, signing the bid for Crimson and rarticipating in
a Defense Contract Administration Services Aanagement
Area (DCASMA) survey on behalf of Crimson were ~
improprieties that should preclude an award to Crimson.
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We deny the Satellite protest.

The question of whether the actions of the chief
master sergeant and the authorization by his supervisor to
work for Crimson violated Department of Defense and Air
Force standards of conduct is for resolution by the Air
Porce, not ocur Office. Development Associates, Inc., 56
Comp. Gen. 580 (1977), 77-1 CPD 310. See also J. L.
Associates, Inc., B-201331.2, February 1, 1982, 82-1 CPD
99. Our interest, within the confines of a protest, is
limited to determining whether the action of the chief
master serdgeant resulted in prejudice or bias on behalf of
Crimson. J. L. Associates, Inc., supra.

We find nothing in the record that indicates that the
chief master sercgeant was involved in the procurement on
behalf of the Government or that he received any
information at the prebid site visit at Plattsburgh Air
Force Base that was not readily available to any
prospective bidder. Neither is there anything to show
that Crimson received any special treatmnent because the
bid was sicned by the chief master sergeant. Nor is there
any evidence that the DCASMA preaward survey was based on
anything other than a proper recard for the professional
experience of the chief master sergeant in the work he
would perform for Crimson. Thus, we find no evidence of
bias in favor of Crimson because of the chief master
sergeant. Absent any evidence that the involvenent of the
chief master sergeant undermined the integrity of the
competition, we find no tasis to questicon an award on the
low bid submitted by Crimson. J. L. Asscciates, Inc.,

supra.
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